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EditorialKeeping ScoreWelcome to this year’s summer special issue, focusing on
stem cell epigenetics. We are very happy to bring you five
timely and thought-provoking review articles on different as-
pects of epigenetic regulation in stem cells. We hope you
will enjoy learning from leaders in the field about chromatin
repressive complexes, epigenetic changes during reprogram-
ming, 3D chromatin organization, lncRNAs, and DNA methyl-
ation. Complementing the review focus, some of the research
articles that we included this month also relate to the epige-
netics theme, and we invited twelve young group leaders
working in the stem cell epigenetics area to contribute to a
Voices piece by highlighting a topic that they think we will
be of interest in the future. We are very grateful to all of the
authors who contributed to this issue and to the reviewers
who helped to assess the articles involved and gave construc-
tive advice to help improve them. We would particularly like to
thank Thorold Theunissen, who, in addition to co-authoring
one of the review articles, worked with Tom DiCesare to put
together an apt cover image that represents epigenetics in
the context of an upcoming major world event.
As in previous years, we have timed this special issue to
coincide with the ISSCR annual meeting. If you will be in Van-
couver for the meeting, you will be able to pick up a copy at our
meeting booth (509). In your registration bag, you will find a
copy of the third edition of our ‘‘Best of’’ series, featuring a se-
lection of the most downloaded papers from 2013. This collec-
tion will also be available as a free online digital edition for
everyone to browse and enjoy for an extended period after
the meeting. To complement the ‘‘Best of’’ edition and build
on a comparison that we started last year (Sweet, 2013), we
have also put together an online timeline feature highlighting
2013 articles that were particularly popular with our readers
(http://www.cell.com/cell-stem-cell/annual-highlights). For this
timeline, we combined the relatively conventional information
streams of citations and downloads with choices made by
our editorial board and social media insights and then included
the articles that came across as garnering the strongest interest
on the basis of each of the different measures. The entries are
organized over the course of the year, and in each one we
include a link to the article itself and to another related piece.
Our main goal for this feature, other than providing some
inherent interest, was to illustrate the relationship between
these different approaches in terms of the articles that come
to the fore. There is a certain degree of convergence; some ar-
ticles appear in more than one category, and one (Miller et al.
2013) even features in three. At a broad level, however, there
is also a lot of variation, and in many cases the overlap between
the different approaches was surprisingly small. For example, a
paper on circadian rhythms in the skin (Janich et al. 2013) and
one on induction of hemogenic endothelium (Pereira et al.
2013) were prominent in the Altmetrics scores but not else-
where. Some of the disparities might be temporary, particularly
because the time frame involved meant that the citations were
inevitably skewed toward the beginning of the year. Neverthe-
less, I found the comparisons interesting, especially in light ofthe ongoing discussion in the community about the use and
value of different mechanisms for assessing research contribu-
tions (see Marcus, 2013). Thinking about the timeline also
brought up questions about the degree to which online discus-
sion after publication can be an accurate bellwether for recog-
nition within the scientific community—and beyond. At this
point, there are a number of potential venues for interaction
about papers before, during, and particularly after peer review
and publication. Within the stem cell field, some high-profile
studies have been the subject of extensive discussion, both
positive and negative, but it seems to me that there would still
need to be a significant shift in mindset and contribution level
for this type of activity to be useful for assessing the entire
spectrum of published work. More broadly, it is clear that as
digital communication mechanisms increase in prevalence
and diversity, the ways in which we document and discuss
research will increase in diversity as well. Stem cell scientists
are already embracing new technology for communication
with each other and with the broader public (for example, Voi-
ces (2013)). In addition to scientific papers, technological
advances could in principle help to highlight the value of other
types of contribution, such as peer review of grants and
papers, reagent provision, mentorship and guidance, and
outreach and integrate them into a more holistic view of the
research enterprise. I am excited to see what the future holds
and how we as journal publishers can strengthen our contribu-
tion to science by working with the community to apply new
advances in an effective and meaningful way.
If you have ideas or comments about the most effective
approaches to ‘‘keeping score’’ of research activity, including
papers, we would love to hear from you. We would also love
to see you at our booth at the ISSCR meeting (as a reminder,
it’s 509). Alternatively, you can contact us via e-mail, Twitter
(@CellStemCell), Facebook, or Google+. If you come to the
booth, you will also be able to pick up copies of a broad range
of Cell Press research and review journals and learn about all
of our other activities, including our mobile apps and our new
website platform. For those of you interested in metabolism, I
would particularly like to highlight our ‘‘Stem Cell Energetics’’
Symposium scheduled for December 2014; we have an
exciting lineup of speakers covering a broad range of topics
in this rapidly growing area (see http://www.cell-symposia-
stem-cell-energetics.com/). In September 2015 we will revisit
the theme of this special issue with a Symposium on epige-
netics, so watch out for announcements about that closer to
the time. For later this year we are also planning two stem-
cell-related webinars and interactive social media-based activ-
ities that we hope many of you will enjoy in Vancouver or,
thanks to the power of communication technology, wherever
you happen to be.REFERENCES
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